RESPONSE 

The Examiner has rejected claims 1 through 2, 5 through 7 and 10 under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Krauter (U.S. Patent No. 
5,191,879) in view of Fukami (U.S. Patent No. 3,730,175) and in further 
view of Lemmev . (U.S. Patent No. 4,915,626). The applicant has cancelled 
claims 1 and 6 and has added claims 15 through 19. 

The applicant agrees that Krauter teaches many of the elements of the 
dental video camera of claims 15 through 16; however, the applicant 
respectfully contends that Krauter does not teach a plurality of lamps 
disposed at the distal end of the housing. The Examiner states that it is 
obvious to place a plurality of lamps at the distal end as Fukami t eaches. 
The applicant respectfully disagrees and contends that not only is there no 
room for a pair of lamps in the endoscope of Krauter . the lamps of claim 6 
are directed perpendicular to the housing. The Examiner states that the 
endoscope of Lemmev is used as a dental video camera. The applicant 
respectfully contends that an external optical fiber is used to illuminate a 
patient's oral cavity and teeth therein. Claims 2 and 5 now depend from 
claim 15. 

The applicant agrees that Krauter teaches many of the elements of the 
dental video camera of claim 17 through 19; however, the applicant 


9 


respectfully contends that Krauter does not teach a plurality of lamps 
disposed at the distal end of the housing. The Examiner states that it is 
obvious to place a plurality of lamps at the distal end as Fukami teaches. 
The applicant respectfully disagrees and contends that not only is there no 
room for a pair of lamps in the endoscope of Krauter . the lamps of claim 6 
are directed perpendicular to the housing. The Examiner states that the 
endoscope of Lemmev is used as a dental video camera. The applicant 
respectfully contends that an external optical fiber is used to illuminate a 
patient's oral cavity and teeth therein. Claims 7 and 10 now depend from 
claim 17. 

The Examiner has rejected claims 3 through 4 and 8 through 9 under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Krauter (U.S. Patent No. 
5,191,879) in view of Fukami (U.S. Patent No. 3,730,175) and in further 
view of Lemmev . (U.S. Patent No. 4,915,626) and Cooper (U.S. Patent No. 
5,051,823). Claims 3 and 4 now depend from claim 15. Claims 8 and 9 
now depend from claim 1 7. 

The Examiner has rejected claims 1 1 through 14 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Krauter (U.S. Patent No. 5,191,879) in view of 
Fukami (U.S. Patent No. 3,730,175) and Lemmev . (U.S. Patent No. 
4,915,626) and in further view of Kobavashi (U.S. Patent No. 4,755,873). 
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Claims 1 1 and 12 now depend from claim 15. Claims 13 and 14 now 
depend from claim 17. 

The applicant believes that his application is in condition for allowance 


and requests a speedy action to that end. 


Date: October 2, 2006 


Respectfully subm 



lwara j one 
Registration No. £ 26,744 
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